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SUMMARY

P~~BLDl : Alcohol rehabilitation progra ms have been established by the Navy to assist individuals

in overcoming problems of alcohol abuse. These progra!iIs must bring about changes in behavior pat-

terns and underlying psychological factors i f  they are to be successfu l . An evaluation of the

effectiveness of alcohol programs should include an examination of psychological changes during

treatment. Such examination may suggest progra m modifications to better achieve desired goals.

OBJECTIVE: The purpose of this investigation was to examine the personality characteristics of

participants in the various types of alcohol rehabilitation programs and to determine psychologi-

cal changes during treatment. Further, the relationship of psychological changes to post—treatment

effectiveness was assessed.

APPROACH: Men particlpati4 in rehabilitation completed the Comrey Personality Scales (CPS) at

the beginning and at the end of treatment program. The following personality dimensions were

measured : Trust vs. Defensiveness, Orderliness vs. Lack of Compulsion, Social Conformity vs.

Rebelliousness, Activity vs. Lack of Energy, Masculinity vs. Femininity, and Empathy vs. Egocen—

tn am. Psychologica l characteristics prior to treatment and changes during treatment were deter—

mined separately for younger (age 25 or younger) and older (age 26 or older) groups. Analyses

were conducted by type of trea tment facility (Center , Service , and Drydock) and by post—trea tment

outcome (effective and noneffective). Effectiveness was defined as active duty status or receipt

of a favorable discharge with no recommendation against reenlistment 6 months or more after ter-

mination of rehabilitation.

RESULTS: For younger men , pretreatment psychological differences among types of facilities were

minimal. For older men, Drydock participants had more favorable psychological characteristics,

reporting fewer emotional problems and more interest in activities than participants at other

facilities prior to treatment.

Both younger and older participants showed substantial changes on most psychological scales

at all three types of facilities. Largest changes were consistently seen on the Emotional Sta-

bility, ~ctraversion , Trust, and Activity Scales. Generally, more psychological change was evi-

dent at Centers and Services than at Drydocks.

For younger men , effective participants had higher pre— treatinent and post—treatment scores on

Social Con formity than noneffective participants at all types of facilities. For older men , pre-

treatment Social Conformity scores were higher for effective men at Centers and Services but not

at Drydocks; the same pattern prevailed for post—trea tment Social Conformity scores. Post-treatment

£.otioaal Stability scores discriminated between effective and noneffective participants for younger
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iNT RODU CTION

Background

Th~ I .S.  Navy has expanded i t s  t r ea tment  services f ir alcoholic ’s and alcohol  abusers during

the past sov, ’tt \‘,‘il rs . There are current ly four Alcohol Rehabilitation Centers (ARCs i in oper-

a t  I ,‘n , t i ,’ ’ on t h e  l a s t  ‘ i~ i s t  and I W i t  iii t i m , ’  West  Coas t . There are 23 Alcohol R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Sex’—

vj r , ’s (ARS s ’I, t rea tment  u n i t s  located within Navy medi cal t’ac iil ti e’s , throughout the country and

overseas. At in t l  l v i  dua l t’oam~ nds short ’- t emit inpatie n t and o u t p a ti e n t  services , cal led Drydocks

(ARDs , have b re t t  u ’st , il I i  sti ed ; t h o se  number 0(1 w i t h  2’~ having an i np at i e n t  component . Adm iss ion  3
t i  t he  var i us f a c i l i t i e s  is ii~~ ret’erra l from superv isors ur medical  personnel or by sel f—refer— I
r a l .  The Iirv d ck s , now l ocat ed in Counseling and Ass is tance  Centers ( CAACs), nerfo nit . in pa rt ,

0 Si’ r”,’tu 11mg funct t in.  T h y  ro for  i n d I v i d u a l s  w it  li severe a leohol abuse problems i i i  ARC s or ARS it

and accept in to  t h e  [iry diick res ident ial  pruigrams (where such f a c i l i t i es  ex i s t )  i n d i v i d u a l s  wi th  4
less severe problems. The d( ’d i s i , t t s  are made liy t r a ined  counselors , based upon the i n d i v i d u a l ’ s

problem h i s t or y  and l i i i ’  counselor ’s subject i t o  evaluation of the degree of ’ disturbance. A dis-

cussion i t ’ d i f ferences  In p opu lat ions t reated in the  t i t r o t ’  types i t ’ f a c i l i t i e s  has been presented

elsewhere i l ) .

Th~ programs i t t  a l l  t’a c il i l  i r s  r e ly  heav i ly tin t h e  Alcoholics Anonymous (AA ) approach to

t rea t ing  a lc i hi l I i ’s w i t h  abst thence the goal .  At tendance at AA sect ings held both wi th in  faci 11—

i rs  and In the c i v i l i a n  commun i ty  is  mandatory . Other therapeutic moda l i t i e s  are employed , a

p r inc ipa l  one being group t ime r a p~ . Add i t i ona l program elements may include i n d i v i d u a l  and family

i ’~~u i i su ’  I ing . psychodrama , educat ion ,  recreation, and so forth. foci l i t  i rs  tire stu t l fed  largely by

Navy enlis ted counselors tra ined specifi cally by the Navy in the rehabilitation of alcoholics.

The majority t i f  counselors themselves are alcoholics who have demonstrated sobri ety.

All programs p rovide a milieu in which individuals discuss their prob lem behavior, their

attitudes towa rd themx.elves, their families , thei r jobs , and thei r drinking with the goal being

to find more effective ways i t t ’ coping wi th the stresses in their dail y lives.

Obj ect ive

To investigate the psychol ogical characteristics of the men referred t o  rehabilitation and

to assess changes undergone during treatment , the Comrey Personality Scales (CPS) are administered

in the pre— and post—tre atmen t test battery given at rehabilitation facilities. The CPS is a 180—

item inventor>’ described by Its author as providing “a comprehensive , multi—dimensional assessment

- -  



Inst nt~eut t’u i r  use In seesuri ng maj or ~~~~~ l I l y  eharac ter i .1 it ’s. , h o ld  to underli , the’ eYeT)~5~’

behavior i ’t ’ ‘ nontw, I ’  s~s’ t e l  lv  t\inc t I ~u n lng  i n d I v I d u a l s ” ‘I . t I ght  se’s Ice fh ’v l  do measures u ’t  pei~

at ina t I t i  dl aenstons: 1’ rust vs , llot ’etns I vt ’ne ’ss , u ’rd ,’e’l I ness vs  , l~~u4, of  t’oaapel t e l  i .it , Soc t a t  t ’elt t i u t ~~~~

lt v v s .  K~t’,’l I leuusne’ss , Act l v i  t vs , t4e’k i t ’ ( t u e ’l’g \ , t~stut I tuna I St at ’f I t t  vs - N ouro t l i ’i *5 . l~~t re-

vers i on a ,  lot rovt’rsIoiu , M a s c u l i n i t y  vs . I’~nt i t i I  I t t  I , and t~nI~~t liv vs , l gocent r i am . A Va l l t t i t v

Sc~ Ie and a kcapt’etse’ (h as Sc~~l,’ it lie’ it rt’ avel litt.le t i  eva lus t r test  — t a k i n g  at i t t  t u b s  -

The pu rpose’ u t ’ t h i s  report is  t o  e’xitnttne’ pt’t ’sous l i t  ~‘hmrsct cr1 at Ics i’v age’ group , I vpe’ r I

fact l i t  v . and 1’~st — t twit tmrunt t iut douse end to  e’eeiplt tv sttt ’gruau ps tin I-sons l i t  ~‘twtmege uli t  i - I  ng rehut —

b i t i t a t  Ion .

Mrr t~L~
Sample

}~ rt I ci pant  a were’ 4 , ‘M Nav~ cit l i s t  e’tt men who we ’ re ’ se imi t t e id  to  .11,’ ~‘h~u I re’h~ tu ( l i t  a l l  ~tn fec i l l  —

t i e s  during the >‘es ra i’) ~‘ and 1 Q ’ Cu mud t’empte’t eti pre~- I restm tit t, ~~~~ mat \ and I”~ - t reetmeni

ret e’st ‘I Ceinre t’crsu’na lit y Se’it Ice . l’h ’ pe u pu I , i t i  on was d l v i  tieti t o t e ’  a veultge’ t’ 5~~e’ g t\’u~’. ~
‘ 

~‘ vt’s re

o t u b  and veillngt ’ r ~, 4It~~i and an older a g e’ group, 20 years oltI outI e I dcv i, ’ “t . l i i  I s  d i v i s i o n  has

tiecu ,‘ t t e c t I v , ’ f~’i ’ teepa re t lug ca recr—e ,rittnte ,tI siti tore fries ot hers in (t r evi~ots s m t id ies i l  .,~t ‘I -

Tb 1* d 1st ri but I~’it f~r the ’ younger pi’p&tts t I~’tt among t he’ I brett t rpt’s ot ’ t ’ac i l l  I t  e’s was :  Centers —

• Se ’rt’ ices — : t ’ ~~.. and ltrvdoe’ke — ~~~~~ to t ’  the  ei t tleir tw t t s I t s t  I on It was 4 “1’. • ~~ttti 2 c”t ,

r~’sI’e’~’t I~’~’t\ ’ .

I’ roe’ edo ret

Thre e’ I vpe ’s t ’t ’ sue tysea were’ e’i ’ t t t t i i ~~ t e ~d 
~, 

t~ 01 t’t’e’ t’ovs’es among t v~’rs r t’ t’ac l i t t l e ’s on

t est and retest scores were etett ennitteud t’u ’t ’  younger and older groups , sep arat ely ;  analyses ~‘t ’ va t i

att eet wer e’ t’tenpO t eid t , ’ tes t these it I t ’ t ,~ t’e ’n, ’,’s t o o  sI gn 1 t’I i’Ofl t’ 0, t, 2 111 t ’ t ’,’t’~’t us ’es bet weetu 0 t’ l t ’i ’ l i v , ’

and non t t t’feie’t lye pa rt tu ’I pants on pretest ant i t’e’t ea t s~’, ’t’ ,’s were’ dcl e’nttined b y itge’ group anti  t vpo

i i i ’ ~~ i ll I 
~ 

t e’st $ for I t t t bopi ’t tube ’lit means were t’iiuup ut eu t ,t t rot t he ’se ill  t’t’e’rttut ’eis t~u ut ~ me t gut t i -

s’ane’e’. (31 L’et raeina l I tv changes (di t’t’ersne’ens between pret est and t o t  e’sI s~’i ’t’,’s ’f I t ’  e ’f t r , ’t  iv , ’,

noneft ’eu’t i i t ’ , itnd t o t a l  subgroups were deit etnn1~~i’d by age’ group and t y
~ ’e’ s’t ’ t ’,tc I l l  t ~ ; t e’st a b i t t ’

t’eu r relat eel means were ceenpu t ed t o  tes t the ’s~ e’hutngvs for mel gut t’I ,‘amt ~’,’ ,

Pott t— t rea int ent out cease was tiet ensi 0th 1 liv c l ass I 1’>’ tug p a il Ic I 1~t l t t  S 55 0 t t l h ’ t  iv ,’ ot’ Ito-I to t te c —

t ~~‘e. t t’t’ee’ I t  veness was det’ineel as act ly e  tint v s tat  us itt’ t’5\’t ’rdl ’ i t ’ ill ache eget t’t’een s, ’rv ice W i t h  nu ’

reetensendat i nns against reen l istmern t at least a I\ months t’ol lowing u - temp t ~t h ilt rI  t’e’h~bi I (ta t Ion .

Nuinet’fect lveneas eas the recei pt ~ f an uut’avu u rahl et di se’hit rgc m~’re tha n Si ’ ela>’s t’u ’l lowing ceeutpl e—

t ion of rehabi 1 I t a t  h ilt ot a ne gative ree’uemtieineta t ion (u it ~ reen l ime t mein t . this pos t—i r~~tntemn t cr1—

— ~~~~ i—-— 

- L~i~



--

ten on of effective performance has been utilized asctensively in prior studies (1 .31.

RESULTS AND DiSCUSSION

Resul ts can be best presented In tense of specific questions addressed .

The first quest ion addressed was: How did younger partici pants at the three t ypes of feel Ii—

ties differ on 2reteet personality scores?

For younger partici pants , the only signifi cant difference among facilities on pret est sci res

was on the l~ctreversjon Scale. F (2. 1762 ) = 3 .04, p ,05 . More specifi call y, out of 24 possible

pair—wise comparisons between facilities , there was only one significant difference: Center t’sr—

t icip ants had a lower mean score on Extraversion than Drydock particip ants.

The n~~ t question asked was: How did older p a r t ic ip a nts  d i f fe r tin pretest scores?

For older participants, there were sign ificant differences among fac i l i t ies on three sca les:

Activity.  F (2.  2310 ) = 8. 03 . p < .001; Emotional Stability, 1’ (2, 2310 1 5 , 13 , p < . 01.  and

Masculini ty , F ( 2 .  2310) = 3 , ’mt , p < .05, Specifically, Dry dock p ar t i c i p a n t s  had h igher scores

on both the Activity and Emotiona l Stability Scales than either Centers or Services particip ant s ,

and Dr’ydocke had higher scores than Centers , but not Services , on the Masculinity Scale . Thus.

older Drydock pa rticipants reported fewer emotional problems and more interest in activities

prior ti treatment than participants at other facilities. Such differences are consistent with

the ascpectation that more severe problems tend t o  he referred t o  Services or Centers for treat—

m ont .

The nasct question considered was: How did younger participants diffe r on retest perso n a l i ty

scores?

On retest for younger particip ants there were signi ficant diffe rences among faci lities on

three personality scales: Trust , F (2. 1762) = 9.46. p < .001 ; Social Con formity , F (2 , 1~o2) =

6.19, p < .01, and Emotiona l Stability, F (2, 1762) = 3,’)3, p < .05.

Spec i fically , both Centers and Services participants had higher retest scores than Drvdocks

on the Trust and Emotiona l Stability Scales, and Services pa rticipants had higher scores than

Drydockm on Conformity. Because pretest differences were not signifi cant on these scales, i t  can

be infe rred that more personality change took place at Centers and Services than at Drvdocks .

This result Is consisten t with the fact that treatment programs at Centers and Services were

longer and more intensive than those at Drydocks. It was noted that although pretest differences

among facilities on the Extraversion Scale were significant , retest differences were not .

Finally, the questi on was addressed: How did older particip ants diffe r on retest personal-

ity ecoree?
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Th ere were sign i t’icant retest differences on three ol ’ t ite sea l es: Order. I’ (2. 23 1 ) = 3 . ~3 .

p .05, Sie’i ,e l Cont’ii~ n l t \. I’ (2.2311) = 7,44, p < o o l ,  and Masu ’u l in i tr . 1’ (2. 231°) = 3 . 2 ’~ . p

~ , i~S , Retest stores f i r  older  p ar t i c i p an t s on Order and Social Coni’onimitv were higher t ’or Ser—

vices than for other facilities suggesting that more esuphasis or value migh t  be p laced upon t ! m e ~-e

psych 1 m g  h a  I traits In the Sm ’rv I u’es t reatinent program than in  t he  other programs. The same I ri nd

was apparent fu r younger participants.

Differences between ~fI ’eet I ye and nonel’fecti ye part in  p a n t s  liv time of testing (pretest arid

rot est ) , age gn u:’, and type of faci Ii t v  are sio i,’n 10 Tab lets 1 t hroug h 4 of the Append ix.

How did et’t’e’t lye and noneffective gt’u n ~ is di fl ’er u n  pretest sou res for younger p a r ti c i pants7

(A ppendix , Table 1 .)

At Cent ers iufllv 000 scale, Soc Ia I ~ ~ f l i t ’  - di fferent  iated ct w m & ’i i  ef fec tive  and none f f ’ec—

tjve g r ’n p s  (t 3. - lu , p .001). At Services and Drvdocks a l s o .  Social Con fo r nj t \  was the mi st

di su ’r i~:i na t  j u g  scale (( = 3. ~3 . p . ( ) I I ~ and t = 3 . 31 , p < . 101 . respectively) between effective

and no n e f f e c t i v e  groups. At l~ - t h  Services and Drvdocks. Order also d i f f e r e d  s ign i t ’lc an t lv  ( t  =

2.IS . p ~ .0~ and t = i. r, p < .05 . respect ive ly) .  At Services e f f e c t i v e  men had it igher  l : n u ~

t iumni t l Stal i lil y score= (t = 2 .21 . p < , o5)  and lower Empa thy scores (t = 2 . 0$ , p . 05) than non—

e f fe ct i v e  men . At Drydocks ef f ec t i ve  men had higher A c t i v i t y  scores ( t  = 2. 7” . p < .01) titan non—

ef fec t ive men .

How did effect ive and nonef fec t ive  groups d i f f e r  on pretest scores for o ld er  pa r t icipants?

(A ppendix . Table 2 .)

At Centers e f f ec t i ve  partici pants had higher Trust (t  = 3 .9$ , p < .00 1), Order (t 1.98. p

< . osI , Social Con fo rmit y (t 6.3u . p < .I’ iul) and Emotional S t a b i l i ty  (t  = 2. $4, p < .o i )  scores

than noneffective par t ic i pants.  At Services effective men had higher scores on Order (! - 4 . 12 .

p < . ) 1  ) .  Social (‘ iu ~~t’or~j t y  ( t  = 2 . °3 , p < . 01).  and Activit y (! r 2 .53 , p < . 05 ) .  At Drvd ocks

effective men had lower scores on Empathy (! = 2.:17 . p < .05) titan noneffeetive men but did not

d i f t ’er on any  other scales .

In summimasry. the r u st Impor tan t  d l t ’ference overall between effect ive  and nonef i’ect ive groups

at Centers was on Social C,,nfiirm i ty.  At Sony i i ’t’~~ i i  i i i  S ii ’ i a l  ( ‘ m m t ’iu ” t ni  I v  and Order were important .

It Drydocks . Social C~ nf o rmi ty  d ifferentiated effective t’r,im noneffec i -ive part i cipants  oni y in t h e  “

younger poptelatlumn.

How did ef fect ive  a mmd num neffe ct ive groups di t l’er on retest scores for younger pa rtici pants?

(Appendix , Tab le 3 .)

At all  three types of fac i l i t ies  effect i~’e ‘art i i ’ ip a r r t s  had h igher  scores on Socia l t ’iumm t ’i’n s—



—

I ty  and fl~ot i,ii~~l S ta t ’ i  I i  t v  see Table 3) . At 1’&’ mml m r s  and Ilrvdoek s m ’t ’f.~~t ly e  men had hi gher snort ’s

on ‘I’ ~~~ 2 . 11 , ~ . o ’  .u~d 2 , 14. p . 05 , respect I vol  v I - A t  Sony I u ’l S  eI ’l ’,’.-t I a’ ,- non had

hi ght’r S u - i r e ’s t in  t~c ra vens I ott I t 2 , ‘$ . p ‘ . 01 ‘I w h i l e  at  l um ’a - du u u ’ks c f t ’eu t i ye lien had hi g imer

‘e r—e s u ifl Ant l v i  l \  = - 
R u )  p ‘~ , u l ) , Tlu~u~ , t ot ’ vu :10gm !’ part ici pant s di I ’l ’,’t ’ m ’ t iu ’t ’ i’ oil ( ‘ u ’ I l t u u i ’ I l I i  t y

tended t ’  rtlnalfl ~ l al It, on ret i ’s t  m.’?m i l et i l l i l  t’!’enu ’os ‘ i i  i~ m~t I na I Stiml u i 1 i t~ amid 1m ’mo~I wore accentu-

ated ,

How did et t ’t’ec jive and nt’net’t’ect ia C gnu ‘up it i l i i i ’ on I’d eat su ’iu rt!s l i i ’  older ~ i 1-1 101 a?

(A ppentlix , 1’,ih t o  4 ,  ‘I

At l ent on- amid Services et ’t’eot ivo part i c i  pu’iiit S 11uS d it i gher u - c u r t ’:- on Trust . S u u c i a  I 1”’fl l ’, r ’ i I v .

and t~: w t  u n a l St u i l ’ i  l i l y  I t ra m :  nu ’nt ’I ’fu ’ct i v , ’ ‘ii’! 101 i’at I a. S~ e tat’!,’ 4 , 1 The ua m glui t t id e s  u i
’ ( tmesm ’

r’t’i ’rt ’ricm , s were m’oti t or for m u t t  i i ’ ,’ limo Serv j ces . At St’ra’i ces et’t’et’t i ye men a I so wore lii g lme r

I t  Order (j, = l c’o • 
.- , o ’i )  , mutd  A. ’t i v i  I V j ,~ = , 34 , p - ,u15 ), Nu u

~~~,’ of tb1  iii t t , ’r, ’ tm u ’,’s 00 n , !  m ’S t

Su ’t ’t’ m ’S 1 , 1 ’ br~- u tu u ’ks wore a lgo l 1 1 , - l o t  , This resin I w s  not only l ee:u use the  mimunl’er u . t  noflol’t ’eel ly e

~tr t  i n :  a l u m :  a was r e l a t  j v , ’l~ :‘ ‘u.m l I ~\ t ime  ,d su u t t i t e ~1g1IItuulo o t  tilt i ’ I ’Onu ’ t : -  t t ’nu !eut  I , ’ I t ’

s-ia I t, ~ i -nut  11 , t h e n , di  t t t ’t ’ ,’t u u ’ t ’S l , - ta,- ,’,-mt , ‘ft,s’t r y e  t O i l  m k u r m e t l ~ et j a m ’  pa rt i~’ I ‘ant s I ended t u

st  ,~n ! 1% t’fl~~ ‘rot u ’~~ t i i ’! ,~s ! :1! ‘ t ’I l t  I ’m’ :- , t mmd S, ’rv i  u ’ , ’~~- on t It, ’ I ~ :~ t . 1 1 m m !  r a t  i t una

~ i m l :  -
‘ l u  -- i -u- , - - u : - - , AI Pm’v,l,’.’k- ¶ lOs was t rot’ , - u u i a  f u r  v, -nn~- , ’r :5mm’:  i o u  a m n t  a .

m i t  ‘i ’m” -u,i 1 i’ :~ - c u res- u ! u i ~ t r i g  i ’m ‘ m l  u i i  t a t  I ‘mt ba . 1 g m ’ group. I u ‘~
‘ ot ’ lao i i  i t ~ , tmm t d t rt ’at — 

,‘ ii’ ,’ - I -  a-u : i t t  1 - :  m u  1 u ,- i ! ’ - - ’ ’ , s, l l l s ,t t ’,u! ~ t z t n u h m r u l mi ~~v i at  i , u fls t o m ’  ‘ret Cs! aitd n.: m ’s! Su ’ u m ’t’s

m u  t O  ,‘~~ 5 ¶ ‘u t -  - -~~~i
• 12 ot ’ ¶ I :, ’ I ; ’peru i l ix  , \ s t 1 u ’ , l l ’\ - - t  si  g u t  i~ j~~~i i i t  c h a t u g i ’s ( 1 — !  m ’st  ion cor r e l a ted

—‘,~m mma I 
~~~~

:‘ ‘‘ ‘ ‘ — ‘ ‘ -‘ i n  1,0!.’ 1.

- i ’ ftr- -~ t-”~’l’m ’5qIu4t ,‘uu, ’ ~,mins ti- u ’ -- l r t sp i ~’: l ug 1 a l I t ’ I is  I l : , mt  .- i um !simht ’t’:il’le Ims Y t ’ttu ! og i ’.’.ml

change u ’s ’ .’ u : m t ’ od u l u u t ’ n t g  rt’hai’i I t i l t  I - ’:: m’ I’i ,l n I l  , S S  ot  age gr i ll : . t V I ’ t’ ~ l t : i t ’j l i l y ,  and i roatment

, , %I I ,‘, ‘u ’ ,’, •5 . ’\ en . m i i i  ,‘rm ‘tic o— in in ‘:u u It !:! - I ’ 1’sychu U ug i cal u ’im,l  mm go or i mn p roa’tsumemml I.- ,’ no not owen h~’

a nd o , r m i I’,’ a:: ~ n’al I i  :1st 55 t i l l  u uws

I t a r t  in  I m u : ?  s at  Centers and S o r v i u ’,-s ,‘v i i t t ’j tt ’,’ml more psyciuo1 t u g i  ~-al  change u uv on ;m I I  c, in
m m ” :’- ~ ‘ t ’ va liii ’s amid ml ’s,’! l i t  C tVl gTI i t ride m i t ’ di  tlei’ence~ I t i t an  t ii os~ at 1)rvuIcme k s.

1) t t t ~ ’t i \ ‘  pa t’t it ’ I ~~~ t a ov I tI t ’!lu ’t’tl more change t han none t’fect i ye pall i ci i’ant s regum i~d loss

• m u t ’ spit ’ or t v l u m ’ m i t ’ l ’a,’iIjjy t h i s  dl t’t’ert~mtt’e was more i’r onomnmtced l it  the older population .

(3 )  Changes generally were I a ngo st and muu$I consisten t t ’um m ’ t he  Tru st . :Ict i v  i t  V .  Ejuio t I ,moa I

Sta b i l i t y .  .tnd l~~trnvor s ion Scales . r
l s v e i m u u log iu ~i m 1 changes for ’ e f t e t n ’ ( ly e  mind nonet’fec t lye groups c~mmbined wot ’e i’~ tnarkaim lv si :11

for older and younger popular I otis and t ’u ’r I ho three t vj u e’uu of I’ne II i t i es. (A ppendix. Talul es S and
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6 , )  Furthermore , changes on Trust , Act iv i ty ,  Emotiona l Stabi l i ty ,  and E~ctraver sion were rema rk-

ab ly  consis t e nt  t u u x ’ effet’t i - .,’ participants b0th l U  the younger  p o p u l a t i o n  (A ppendix , Tab les 7— 9)

and t~~ ’ ~u l de r  pu pulat i~~ri (A ppen d i x , Tables 1~i~~1’,~).  Changes on these scales generally were smaller

and I U u O ,  u ’ u - ) i ~~~1S t t ’fl t  fu r t h ~ t~~r u , ’ t t , a ,-t  iv e  pa r t i c ip a n t s,

Cu,umparin~ scuures f u r younger  and older  populations (A ppendix , Tables 5 and 6 ) ,  i t  cas appa r—

ent tha t  u u l d e r  par t ic ipants  had much :uore favorable scores than younger participants at both  pre—

t & ’ s t  and r ct e st . [h i ~ was espec i o l ly  t r u e  f~r t he  S’ft ’ i al  C o n f u r~. i t y  and Order Scales , It  is

reo~~’ ’ r i ~m t u 1 e t - -  ~~pect t h a t  men who have been ~ui’cess1’ul and reenlisted in  the Na~ ’)- would ~~ press

a t t i t uk ’-’ rcf’lect ing acceptance - t ’ t h e  social order and respect j r the law .

The presence u t  soc ial l y conforming a t t i t udes  has been found to predict  e f f ec t ive  performance

d u l u g  Na culi~ ted ‘cr ~ , -n n u ’ i  in  t h e  fleet (4 ) .  In t h e  present stud y the  Soc ial Conformi ty Scale

n - , t clearly d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  e f f e c t i v e  from nonef fect ive  a lcohol ics ,  pa r t i c u l a r ly in the younger

population . ? i i,mqui .u ’t cd l y ,  a t t i t u d es  reflec t ed in this scale were among those least likely to

change during treatment . This result suggests that the Social Conformity Scale is useful as a

predit’ t -- r u t ’ successful performance priuur t, rehabilitation , but it is not a sensitive indicator

of psychological changes during rehabilitation . Present rehabilitation measures would appear to

be designed to foster trust in other people and to achieve a more outgoing and active life style

rather than t u -  “- u d i f y noncon form ing  at t i tudes and behavior,

- _ _ _ _ _
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Table 1

Di fferences between Effective and Noneffective
Younger Pa rticipants on Pretest Scores by Type of Facility

Centers

Effective Noneffect ive

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
,~~~

Trust 79.5 1,2.0 78.3 11.6 1.24 n.s.
Order 88.2 13.0 87.2 12,8 .94 n,s,
Social Conformity 86.0 12.4 82.3 13.8 3.46 .001
Activity 90.6 lt’.S 89.2 15.3 1.07 n.s.
Emotional Stability 83.6 17.0 83.1 15.9 .37 n.s.
Extraversion 73.2 19.3 74.1 18.3 — .71 u .s .
Masculinity 86.0 12.4 86.7  12 . 5 — .69 u.s.
Empathy 89. 4 16 .8 90.4 15 . 8 — .74 n.s.

N 335 267

Services

Trust 80,4 12.0 80.1 12.1 .29 u.s.
Order 88,2 12.9 85.7 14.0 2.15 .05
Social Conformity 85.9 13.0 81.8 13.9 3.53 .001
Activity 89.5 1,5.7 89.o 17.1 — .07 u.s.
Emotional Stability 84.9 16.8 81.6 17.7 2.21 .05
Extraversion 75.6 20.7 74.2 20,8 .78 n.s.
Masculinity 87.0 12.0 85.8 13.8 1.08 n.s.
Empathy 89.3 16.1 92.2 15.9 — 2.08 .05

N 318 227

Drydocks

Trust 78.7 13.5 78.0 13.2 .59 u.s .

Order 87.9 13.7 85.5 14.1 1.97 .05
Social Conformity 85.6 13.5 81.6 14.2 3.31 .001
Activity 90.9 16.5 86.7 18.5 2.77 .01
Emotional Stability 85.3 16.5 83.3 17.2 1.36 n.s.
Extraversion 76,4 21.7 77.4 23.3 — ,S1 n.s.
Masculinity 86.3 13.6 84.7 12.0 1.39 n.s.
Empathy 92.5 15.9 90.8 16.9 1.19 u.s.

N 364 201

8Values are t—tests for uncorrelated means, two—tailed test.
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Table 2

Differences between Effective and Noneffective
Older Participants on Pretest Scores by Type of Faci l i ty

Centers

Effect ive None fleet lye

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. .2
Trust 84 . 3 12.5 79. 8 12.8 3 . 98 . 001
Order 96.o 13.4 94.2 13.u 1.98 .05
Social Con formity 94 .2 11.2 87 .6 13 .2 (i .36 .001
Activi ty 90 .6 16.0 89.4 10 .2 .83 n.s.
Emotional S tab i l i ty  87 .5 17 .8 83.0 15. 7 2.84 .01
Extraversion 76.2 22.2 76.4 21.4 — .10 u.s.
Masc ulin i ty 83.0 12.2 82.4 l3.o .54 n.s.
Empathy 90.7 15.8 92.2 17.o — 1.04 n.s.

N 905 142

Services

Trust 84 .4 12. 7 83. 5 12. 3 .61 n.s.
Order 96.7 13.5 90.1 14.5 4.12 .001
Social Conformity 95 . 0 11.5 91. 0 12. 5 2 .9 3 . 01
Activity 90.6 15.7 85.9 16.4 2.53 .05
Emot ional Stability 86.3 17.6 82.7 15.4 1.77 n.s.
Extraversion 75.4 20.9 71.1 19. 6 1.76 n.s.
Masculinity 83.9 13.2 83.4 13.6 .32 u.s.
Empathy 91.4 15.6 91.2 15.2 .11 n.s.

N 570 83

Dr~~ocks

Trust 84,o 12.3 82.1 12.8 1.45 u.s.
Order 96.8 12.9 95.4 14.5 .77 fl.S.
Social Conformity 94.2 11.1 92.4 11.3 1.16 n.e.
Activity 93.2 15.4 94.3 1,3,4 — .52 n.s.
Emotional Stability 89.4 17.1 85.4 17.3 1.67 n.e.
Extraversion 76.8 22.2 78.3 22.1 — .48
Masculinity 84.5 12.6 83.7 12.8 .45 n.e.
Empathy 91.7 15.5 96.9 17.1 — 2.37 .05

N 498 57

avalues are t—tests for uncorrelated means, two-tailed test.
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Table 3

Differences between Effective and Noneffe’ctlve
Younger Participants on Retest Scores by Type of Facility

Centers

Effective Noneffective

Personality Sca h’ Mean S.D. Mea n S .D .

Trust 84. 0 12 .’) 81.8 12.5 2 .11 .05
Order 88. 6 12. o 88.0 10. ’) . u2
Social Conformity 87 , 0  11. 2 84.2 11.4 3 , 02 .01
Activity 94.2 15.0 91.8 15. 3 1.93 n .s .
Emotional Stability 94.4 15 .8 °1.8 1~~.O 1.99 .05
Extraversion 82.7 19.1 83.1 1o.7 — .27 u .S .

Masculinity 85.0 12.2 85.5  10.4 — ,~ 3 11.5.
Empathy 88.9 14 .3 88 .3 .13.2 .53 u.s.

N 335 2(17

Services

Trust 85.3 13.8 83.1 13.2 1.87 u. s.
Order 90.1 13.1. 88 .0 1.2 .5 1 .88 u.s.
Social Conformity 88.5 12.4 85 .8 12.2 2. 52 .05
Activi ty 94.0 .15.7 ~ l .5  ~0 .1 1. 81 n .s.
Emotiona l Stability 95.2 15.4 90 .0 17. 5 3. 07 .001
Extraversion 85.4 20.1 81.0 18.’) 2,58 .01
Masculinity 85.0 13 .4 85,0 11.8 0.0 u. s.
Empath y 90.5 15.7 89.5 15.1 .74 u.s.

N 318 227

Drydocks

Trust 81.9 14.3 7’) .2 12.o 2 .24  .05
Order 88. 5 13. 5 86 .5 13.4 1.0 1)
Social Con formity 8o.7 12.8 81.4 13.8 4. 58 .001
Activity 93.4 lo .1 89. 7 1o .5 2..cQ .Oi
Emotional Stability 2.0 16.5 88.7 1,6 .7 2 .27 .05
Extraversion 83.7 20.0 83 .3 20 .’) .22 n.s .
Masculinity 85.1 13.5 84.5 1.2.o .52 u.s.
Empathy 90.9 14.8 88.8 14.’) l.ol u.s.

N 364 201

avalues are t—test s for uncorrelated means . two—tailed t est .
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Table 4

Differences between Effective and Noneffective
Older Participants on Retest Scores by Type of Fac ili ty

Centers
- - Effective Noneffective

Personality Scale Mean S.D . Mean S.D. ta

Trust 89.4 13.2 85.3 14.3 3.40 .001
Order 94.8 13.3 94.3 14.6 .41 n.s.
Social Conformity 93.7 10.4 90.3 13.3 3.48 .001
Activity 94.7 15.0 93.9 15.8 .59 n.s.
Emotional Stability 98.2 15.0 94.8 15.8 2.49 .05
Extraversion 86.0 20.7 85.1 20,3 .48 u.s.
Masculinity 82.9 12.0 82.3 11.9 .55 u.s.
Empathy 91.1 14.5 92.0 15.~ — .

6
8 n.s.

N 905 142

Services

Trust 89.2 13.2 85.6 13.5 2.31 .05
Order 97.1 13.4 92.9 13.9 2.66 .01
Social Conformity 95.8 11.2 92.5 11.5 2.50 .05
Activity 95.7 15.1 91.5 16.3 2.34 .05
Emotional Stability 98.6 15.6 94.1 15.8 2.45 .05
Extraversion 85.4 20.3 82.4 19.4 1.26 n.s.
Masculinity 83.9 12.4 83.6 12.4 .21 n.s,
Empathy 91.4 14.4 92.8 14.8 — .82 n.s.

N 570 83

Drydocks

j Trust 88.1 12.8 84.8 13.1 1.84 n.s.
Order 95.7 12.9 96.2 13.0 — .28 n.s.
Social Conformity 94.3 11.3 91.2 12.8 1.93 n.s.
Activity 95.5 15.0 96.6 15.5 — .52 n.s.
Emotiona l Stability 97.1 15.0 93 .0 16 .7 1.93 n .s .
Extraversion 84 .9 20 .3 84.0 20.3 .32 n .s .
Masculinity 84.2 12.8 85.5 14.9 — .71 u . s.
Empathy 91.5 14.9 93.1 13.5 — .78 u.s.

N 498 57

avaiues are t—tests for uncorrelated means, two—tailed test.



— - —- ‘
~~~~~~~-r 

‘
~~~~~~~ 

-
— U.- ,  _.-~~~~ . — - - - .  —- 

Table 5

Psychological Changes in Younger Participants by Type of Facility

Centers (N = 615)

Pretest Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ta 2
Trust 79.0 11.8 83.1 12.’) — 7.69 .001
Order 87.6 13.0 88.3 11.8 — 1.50 n.s.
Conformity 84.2 13.2 85.7 11.4 — 3.19 .01
Activity 89.8 16.0 92.9 15.1 — 5.2o .001
Emotional Stability 83.2 16.5 93.3 15.9 —13.88 .001
Extraversion 73.6 18.8 82.9 18.0 —13.20 .001
Masculinity 86.4 12.5 85.3 ll.o 2.52 .05
Empathy 89.8 16 .3 88,o 13 .8 2.11 .05

Services (N = 565)

Trust 80.2 12.0 84.4 13.5 — 7.37 .001
Order 87.1 13.3 89.4 12.8 — 4.51 .001

— Conformity 84.2 13.5 87.4 12.3 — 6.33 .001
Activity 89.4 16.3 93.1 15. ’) — 5.63 .001
Emotional Stability 83.5 17.1 93.1 16.4 —12.53 .001
Extraversion 75.2 20.7 83.7 19.8 —11.91 .001
Masculinity 86.4 12.7 84.9 12.7 3.26 .01
Empathy 90.6 16.0 90.2 15.3 0.08 n.s.

Drydocks (N 585)

Trust 78.6 13.4 81.0 13.7 — 4.73 .001
Order 87.2 13.8 88.0 13.4 — 1.72 r’.s.
Conformity 84.4 13.8 84.9 13.2 — 1.04 u.s.
Activity 89.6 17.2 92.2 16.2 — 4.49 .001
Emotional Stability 84.5 16.7 90.9 lo.7 — 9.66 .001
Extraversion 76.6 22.2 83.3 20.2 — 9.50 .001
Masculinity 85.5 13.2 84.8 13.2 1.60 u.s.
Empathy 91.9 16.1 90.0 14.7 3.50 .001

avalues are t—tests for correlated means, two-tailed test.
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Table 6

Psychological Changes in Older Participants by Type of Facility

Centers (N 1,083)

Pretest Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ta .2
Trust 83.5 12.7 88.8 13.5 —12.80 .001
Order 96.3 13.4 94.8 13.5 4.05 .001
Conformity 93.4 11.7 93.2 11.0 .58 u.s.
Activity 90.3 16.1 94.5 15.2 — 9.98 .001
Emotional Stability 86.8 17.7 97.6 15.2 —19.92 .001
Extraversion 76.3 22.2 85.9 20.6 —17.84 .001
Masculinity 82.8 12.5 82.8 12.0 0.0 n.s.
Empathy 90.8 16.1 91.2 14.6 — .95 n.s.

Services (N = 671)

Trust 84.3 12.7 88.7 13.2 — 8.80 .001
Order 95.9 13.8 96.5 13.5 — 1.40 n.s.
Conformity 94.4 11.7 95.3 11.2 — 2.30 .05
Activity 90.0 15.8 95.1 15.3 — 9.74 .001
Emotional Stability 85.9 17.3 98.1 15.8 —18.32 .001
Extraversion 74.8 20.8 85.0 20.3 —14.94 .001
Masculinity 83.8 13.2 83.8 12.4 0.0 n.s.
Empathy 91.4 15.5 91.6 14.5 — .41 n.s.

Drydocks (N 559)

Trust 84.3 12.3 87.8 12.9 — 6.92 .001
Order 96.7 13.0 957 12.9 2.12 .05
Conformity - 94.0 11.2 93.9 11.5 .22 n.s.
Activity 93.2 15.3 95.5 15.1 — 4.22 .001
Emotional Stability 89.0 17.2 96.5 15.3 —11.44 .001
Extraversion 77.1 22.1 84.8 20.2 —10.87 .001
Masculinity 84.4 12.6 84.4 13.0 0.0 n.e.
Empathy 92.3 15.7 91.6 14.8 1.28 fl.S.

avaiues are t—tests for correlated means, two—tailed test.
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Table 7

Psychological Changes in Younger Pa r t i c ipan t s  at  Cent -rs
by Pos t —Treat men t Out ~‘oint ’

Effect ive Men

Pret est Ret est

Persona l i ty  Scale Mea n S.D . M oan S. D.

Trust 70, S 12.0 84.0 12.’) — (‘.08 .001
Order 88.2 13.0 88 .0 12.(’ — .03 U.S.
Social Con t~onnitv $~ .0 12.4 87.0 11.2 — 1 . 77
Activity °0.o io.5 94.2 15.0 — 4.40 .01
Emotional Stabilit y 83.u 17.0 94,4 15,8 —10.4$ .001,
Extraver sion 73 .2 j ( )~3 $2 . u 1,°. 1 — 0~ 34 .001
Ma scul in i ty  $(~, 0 12 .4 85 .0 12.2 1. 75
Empath y $0~ 4 lo .8 $$~~‘) 14.3 . (‘~~

-
~ 11.5.

N 335 33~

None t’fec tive Men

Trust 78 ,3 l1,~ $1.8 12. 5 — 4 .5o .001
Order 87,2 12.8 88,0 10.’~ — 1.14 u . S .
Social Conformity 82 .3 13.8 84.2 11.4 — 2. 3’) .05
Activity 8’).2 15.3 01.8 1,5.2 — 2 .’)’ .01
Emot i onal Stability $3.1 15.Q 01.8 Io .0 — 8.50 .001,
Extraversion 74 .2 18.3 83,1 1o.7 — 8. 03 .001
M a s c u l i n i ty  8o .7 12 .5 85,5 10.4 1 . 72 u .s.
Empath y 90 .4 15.8 88, 3 13,2 2 .41

N 2o7 2o7

are t—t ests for correla ted means • two-t a i l ed  tes t
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Table 8

Psychological Changes in Younger Participants at
Services by Post—Treatment Outcome

Effective Men

Pretest Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Trust 80.4 12.0 85.3 13.8 — 6.54 .001
Order 88.2 12.9 90.1 13.1 — 2.84 .01
Social Conformity 85.9 13.0 88.5 12.4 — 4.13 .001
Activity 89.5 15.,7 94.0 15.7 — 5.51 .001
Emotional Stability 84.9 16.8 95.2 15.4 —10.48 .001
Extraversion 75.6 20.7 85.4 20.1 —10.09 .001
Masculinity 87.0 12.0 85.0 13.4 3.29 .001
Empathy 89.3 16.1 90.5 15.7 — 1.52 n.s.

N 318 318

NoneffectIve Men

Trust 80.1 12.1 83.1 13.2 — 3.18 .01
Order 85.7 14.0 88.0 12.5 — 2.80 .01
Social Conformity 81.8 13.9 85.8 12.2 — 4.63 .001
Activity 89.6 17.1 91.5 16.1 — 1.72 n.s.
Emotional Stability 81.6 17.7 90.0 17.5 — 6.56 .001
Extraversion 74.2 20.8 81.0 18.9 — 6.05 .001
Masculinity 85.8 13.8 85.0 11.8 1.09 n.s.

• Empathy 92.2 15.9 89.5 15.0 2.90 .01

N 227 227

avalues are t—tests for correlated means , two—tailed test.
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Table 9

Psychological Changes in Younger Participants at
Drydocks by Post—Trea tment Outcome

Effect ive Men

Pret est Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ta .2
Trust 78.7 13.5 81.9 14.3 — 5 .03 .00].
Order 87.9 13.7 88.5 13.5 — 1.11 n .s.
Social Conformity 85.o 13.5 80.7 12.8 — 1.80 n,s.
Activity 90.9 lu.5 93.4 lo.1 — 3.60 .001
Emotional Stability 85.3 1~.5 92.0 16.3 — 8.35 .001
Extraversion 7o.4 21.7 83 .7 20.0 — 8.58 .001
Masculinity 86.3 13.o 85.1 13.5 2.2u .05
Empathy 92.5 15.9 90.9 14.8 2.52 .05

N 3~4 364

Noneffective Men

Trust 78.0 13.2 79.2 12.o — 1.36 u.s.
Order 85.5 14.1 8o.5 13.4 — L12 u.s.
Social Conformity 81.o 14.2 81.4 13.8 .24 u.s.
Activity 86.7 18.5 89.7 16.5 — 2.73 .01
Emotional Stability 83.3 17.2 88.7 16.7 — 4.34 .001
Extraversion 77.4 23.3 83.3 20.9 — 4.So .001
Masculinity 84.7 12.0 84.S 12.o .2o n.s.

- i Empathy 90.8 16.9 88.8 14.9 1.87 u.s.

N 201 201

avalues are t—tests for correlated means . two—tailed test.
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Table 10

Psychological Changes in Older Participants at
Centers by Post-Treatment Outcome

Effective Men

Pretest Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mea n S.D .  ta .2
Trust 84 ,3 12,5 89.4 13.2 —11.S8 .001
Order 96.6 13.4 94.8 13.3 4.53 .001
Social Conformity 94.2 11.2 93.7 10.4 1.38 u.s.
Activity 90.6 11 .O 94.7 15.0 — 8.99 .001
Emotional Stability 87 .5 17.8 98.2 13.0 —18.22 .001
Extraversion 76.2 22,2 86.0 20.7 —16.87 .001
Masculinity 83.0 12.2 82.9 12.0 .30 n.s.
Empathy 90.7 15.8 91.1 14.5 — .88 n.s.

N 905 905

Noneffective Men

Trust 79.8 12.8 85.3 14.3 — 4.55 .001
Order 94.2 13.6 94.3 14.6 — .09 n.s.
Social Conformity 87.6 13.2 90.3 13.3 — 2.59 .01
Activity 89.4 16.2 93.9 15.8 — 3.75 .001
Emotional Stability 83.0 15.7 94.8 15.8 — 8.15 .001
Extraversion 76.4 21.4 85.1 20.3 — 5 .93 .001
Masculinity 82.4 13.6 82.3 11.9 .12 u.s.
Empathy 92.2 17.6 92.0 15.6 .16 u.s.

N 142 142

are t—tests for correlated means, two—tailed test.
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Table 11

Psychological Changes in Older Partici pants at
Services by Post—T rca t nuent Out &~~ ewe

Effective Men

Pretest Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mea n S .D. ta .2
Trust 84.4 12.7 80.2 13.2 — 9.03 .001
Order ‘j o . 7 13.3 Q7~~1, 13.4 — .87 n.s.
Social Conformity 93 .0 11. 5 95 .8 11. 2 — 1.88 n,s.
Activity 90.o 15 .7 95 .7 15 . 1 — 9.06 .001
Emot i ona 1 Stabi l i ty  $o .3 17 .o Q$~ ~ 15. o — ~~~ 94 .001
I~~t ravers~ on 75.4 20.9 85.4 20 ,3 —13.47 .001
Masculinity 83.9 13.2 83.9 12.4 0.0
Empathy 91.4 15.o 91 .4 14.4 0.0 u.s.

N 570 570

Noneffective Men

Trust 83 .5 12.3 85.o 13.5 — 1.42 u.s.
Order ‘~O .1 1,4~5 92, ) 13,9 — 2.14 .05
Social Con formity 91. 0 12. 5 92 .5 11. 5 — 1.44 n.s.
Act iv i ty  $5 , ’) 11 ,4 91.5 16.3 — 3.58 .001
Emotiona l S t a b il i t y  82. 7 15 ,4 94 .1 15 .8 — 6,35 .001

~~travcrsion 71,,1 19. o 82 .5 19. 4 — 6.11 .001
Masculinity 83.4 l3.o 83.-.e 12.4 — .16 n.s.
Empathy 91.2 15.2 92.8 14 . 8 — Ll8 n.s.

N 83 83

aValues are t—tests for correlated means, two—tailed test.
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Table 12

Psychological Changes in Older Participants at
Drydocks by Post—Treatment Outcome

E ffective Men -

Pretest Retest

Personality Scale Mean S.D. Mean S.D. ta .2
p

Trust 84 .6 12.3 88 .1 12. 8 — 6.41 .001 -
.

Order 96 , 8 12.9 95 .7 12.9 2.21 .05
Social Conformity 94.2 11.1 94.3 11.3 — .21 u.s. L
Activity 93 .2 15.4 95.5 15.0 — 4. 03 .001

- - Emotional Stability 89.4 17.]. 97.1 15.0 —11.08 .001
Extraversion 76.8 22.2 84.9 20.3 —10.74 .001 -

Masculinity 84. 5 12. 6 84.2 12.8 .75 n.e ,  —

Empathy 91.7 15.5 91.5 14.9 .34 n.s.

N 498 498

Noneffective Men
— Trust 82.1 12.8 84.8 13.1 — 2.10 .05

Order 95.4 14.5 96.2 13.0 — .51 n.s. 
-

Social Conformity 92.4 11.3 91.2 12.8 .99 n.s.
Activity 94 .3 13.4 96.6 15.5 — 1.24 n.s.
Emotional Stability 85 .4 17.3 93.0 16.7 — 3.60 .001
Extraversion 78.3 22.1 84.0 20.3 — 2.49 .05
Masculinity 83.7 12.8 85.5 14.9 — 1.51 u.s. - -

Empathy 96.9 17.1 93.1 13.5 2.45 .05

N 57 57

avalues are t—tests for correlated means , two—tailed test.
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